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This particular doctrine of renvoi, whether in the form of This form
remission or transmission, which is now generally called partialQi ren™'Qi
or single renvoi* is not part of English law.2 That is to say, if English °
English law refers a matter to the lex domicilii and if the latter law
remits the question to English law, the judge does not auto-
matically accept the remission and apply English internal law.
He does not act as the French court did in Forgo's Case. It seems
unnecessary, therefore, to elaborate the objections to which the
doctrine is open.
The third possible solution is to adopt what may be called 3. The for-
the foreign court theory or the doctrine of double renvoi3 or total J^^
renvoiS or 'the English doctrine of renvoi\ This demands that may be
an English judge, who is referred by his own law to the legal ad°Pted
system of a foreign country, must apply whatever law a court in
that foreign country would apply if it were seised of the matter.
The question, for instance, concerns the testamentary disposi-
tions of a British subject who dies domiciled in Belgium, leaving
assets in England. A Belgian judge dealing with this matter
would be referred by his private international law to English law,
but he would then find that the case was remitted to him by Eng-
lish law. Evidence must therefore be adduced in the English
proceedings to show what he would in fact do. He might accept
the remission and apply his own internal law, and this would be
his course ifrenvoi in the Forgo sense (partial renvoi) is recognized
in Belgium, or he might reject the remission and apply English
internal law. Whatever he would do inexorably determines the
decision of the English judge. The present solution, as described
by Sir H. Jenner over a hundred years ago, requires the court
to 'consider itself sitting in Belgium under the particular cir-
cumstances of the case'.5 The same judge said in another passage:
'The court sitting here decides from the persons skilled in that
[Belgian] law, and decides as it would if sitting in Belgium.'6
1	Dicey, p. 66.
2	In re Askew, [1930] 2 Ch. 259, 268. 'An English court can never have
anything to do with it \reitvot\, except so far as foreign experts may expound the
doctrine as being part of the lex domicili?, per Maugham J.
3	Rabel, i. 76.	4 Dicey, p. 67; Falconbridge, op. cit., p. 170.
5	CW/;Vrv. Rivaz (184.1), 2 Curt. 855, at p. 859,^ Sir Herbert Jenner.
6	Ibid., at p. 863. The doctrine is ambiguous in the sense that the grounds
upon which the English judge must arrive at the Belgian'decision are far from
clear. Must he reason on the basis of the actual circumstances of the case, espe-
cially the presence of the assets in England? Or, must he reason on a false assump-
tion, namely, that the assets are in Belgium? There is judicial authority for both
views. See Dobrin, 15 B.T.3J.L. 37-45.
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